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ABSTRACT
Research was conducted on parent gender and parenting style effects on college student
adjustment. Literature suggest that an authoritative parenting style is most optimal for
adolescent outcomes contributing to adjustment in the following ways: social, attachment,
personal emotional and academic. The current study utilized a convenience sample of 52
participants that examined the associations of parent gender and perceive parenting styles on
college student adjustment. Significant relations were found among the differences between
maternal and paternal permissive parenting on overall student adjustment.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
The purpose of this research is to identify parent gender and parenting style effects on
college student adjustment. Adolescent behavioral and intellectual outcomes can be seen as the
overall way in which children differ later in their life due to the influences of their parents
(McDermott, et. al 2014). College adjustment refers to a process involving psychological and
behavioral change. A lack of student adjustment may lead to the following outcomes: low
academic, social, attachment and personal-emotional adjustment (Lijuan, Benzian and Xiao
2014). Exploring these associations may further increase the understanding of the competency
parenting has on college student adjustment. However, little is known about the degree of which
parent gender and perceived parenting style effect college student adjustment.
Authoritative Parents
According to Diana Baumrind (1996) and Jean Piaget (1990) there are four types of
parenting styles: authoritative, permissive, authoritarian and neglectful. Authoritative parents
directly guide the child in a rational manner. This parent encourages open dialogue and informs
the child of the rules and their purposes. Authoritative parents value discipline and conformity
without overwhelming the child with restrictions. These parents use their power and reason to
shape norms that reinforce the household objectives (Baumrind 1996). Authoritative parents
display fair amounts of response and demand. According to Jean Piaget (1990), authoritative
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parenting is best for most American children because these parents establish rules and enforce
them, they are affectionate and supportive. Authoritative parents are rational; they not only
enforce rules but they give an account as to why rules are in place. This creates the rational
characteristic and develops open communication at an early age. These children tend to have
higher grade point averages, be self-reliant, friendly and responsible. A child’s development is
based on their interaction with their environment.
Permissive Parents
Permissive parents attempt to behave in a non-punitive manner. They are acceptant,
reassuring and affirming parents. They consult with the child, give account for the rules and
rarely have requests and duties for the child. These children view their parent as a resource to
use at their disposal as opposed to the child viewing their parent as an ‘active agent’ that is
incumbent for molding their behaviors, morals and values. Permissive parents allow their child
to regulate themselves as often as possible and attempt to use bribing techniques gain control.
Permissive parents demonstrate high response and low demand. These children tend to be very
impulsive and possess little control due to a lack discipline. The child does not develop a
realistic moral autonomy (Baumrind 1996; Piaget 1990).
Authoritarian Parents
Authoritarian parents display high demand and low response. These children tend to be
unhappy and have lower self-esteem. Authoritarian parents mold, control and assess the
behaviors and attitudes of the child in consensus with a set of rules or standards. In the home of
an authoritarian parent obedience is valued in addition to punishment. This parent is in control of
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their child and believes in keeping them in their place. The child’s autonomy is monitored and is
unable to have open dialogue with their parent (Baumrind 1996).
Neglectful Parents
According to Piaget (1990), neglectful parents may provide food and shelter but lack
emotional support. These parents are uninvolved and are low in both demand and response.
Infants and young children understand the world much differently than adults. As neglect
occurs, the child begins to internalized the projected behaviors and physically act them out,
becoming emotionally disturbed. These children often do poorly in school and display
aggressive tendencies. The information children receive from their parents influences their
thought process and behavior; however, a parent cannot control how their child will use this
information. For example, a child hits their peer in an effort to retrieve their crayon. When the
child’s parents are notified of the incident he/she receives a spanking. The neglectful parent
justifies the spanking because the child hit another student, this only furthers aggression within
the child. If the parent decided not to discipline the child and ignore their behavior this would
also be classified as neglectful parenting. Neglectful parenting can result from either too much
discipline or a lack thereof. Childhood outcomes of neglectful parents result in developmental
delays (Piaget 1990).

\
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CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW
Social Learning Theory
Bandura’s social leaning theory (1977) states, learning is a cognitive process that takes
place in a social context and can occur solely through observation or direct instruction even in
the absence of motor reproduction or direct reinforcement. This theory can be used to examine
the associations of parenting behavior and child behavior. In society children encounter many
influential models such as peers, teachers and most important, their parents or guardians. These
models provide behaviors, attitudes and beliefs for the child to observe such as masculine,
feminine, social and aggressive. Parents will respond to the child’s behavior with either
reinforcement of punishment. If children model a behavior that is rewarded, they will mostly
likely continue preforming the same behavior. Reinforcement can either be external or internal
(Bandura 1977).
Bandura’s theory is rooted in the concept of analogy (I.e. Observations + Learned
Behavior + Actions = Permanent Behaviors). Thus, children will imitate and learn by watching
those around them. The observations of behaviors and attitudes that children follow develop
throughout adulthood. A human is like an information processor. Observed behaviors in
adolescent households such as aggression or entitlement could identify the reasons as to why
college students are more or less likely to display these characteristics (Yunju et. al 2015).
4

Parenting Styles Theorists
Dania Baumrind’s (1996) parenting styles theory is based on the dimensions of response
and demand to form three types of parenting styles which include authoritarian, authoritative and
permissive. Baumrind does not identity neglectful parenting specifically in her research.
Baumrind defines parental demand as, “the claims parents make on children to become
integrated into the family as a whole, by their maturity demands, supervision, disciplinary efforts
and willingness to confront the child who disobeys” (1991:62). Parental responsiveness is
another dimension of parenting theorized by Maccoby and Martin (1983). Maccoby and Martin
(1983) expanded the literature of parenting while including the identified parenting styles by
Baumrind, in addition to introducing the uninvolved/neglectful parenting style to the body of
literature. Responsiveness is measured by the behaviors that include parental warmth, support
and involvement, which is categorized by the dimension of high or low. The combination of
response and demand are interchangeably used to identify the opportune style. Similar to
Baumrind’s parenting style theory (1996), Piaget (1990) parenting styles theory also classifies
authoritative, permissive and authoritarian parenting; however, Piaget identifies neglectful
parenting, complementing Maccoby and Martin’s (1983) findings.
Research conducted by Shannon McDermott and colleagues (2014) examined the level
of adolescent temperament and parenting styles. Participants included children ranging from
twelve to eighteen years of age in the district of Southeast Michigan. Researchers discovered
when both parents displayed authoritative characteristics, they were associated with positive
outcomes in the adolescent personal adjustment. Having one parent stand as the authoritative
figure showed to be beneficial in relation to high personal adjustment for girls; however, for
5

boys this meant higher levels of maladjustment. The researcher attributed these findings to a
lack of consistency when parenting boys, stating, “When one parent attempts to exhibit
appropriate parenting, weaknesses in the other parent may be more noticeable to boys…. gender
differences may account for this finding” (McDermott et.al 2014:355). These findings suggest
that the gender of the child was a factor in external behavioral outcomes, thus, suggesting
parental gender roles are associated with how children perceive parental authority, and the use of
certain parental styles may be linked to gender roles.
The most popular theorist used in parenting research is Baumrind (1996), Maccoby and
Martin (1983) and Piaget (1990). Researchers use the terms ‘response’ and ‘demand’ to describe
the characteristics of the four typologies of parenting. Parental response is measured by
behaviors such as warmth, support and involvement. Parental demand is measured by maturity,
supervision, discipline and willingness to confront the child. Researches have also used terms
such as warmth and protection to describe response and firmness and control to describe
demand.
Researchers Steinberg, Blatt-Eisengart, & Cauffman (2006) examined parenting styles
and juvenile offenders, using the four typologies of parenting (authoritative, permissive,
authoritarian and neglectful). Using the parenting style constructs of Baumrind (1996) and
Piaget (1990) the author uses the terms warmth and control/ firmness as a means of describing
response and demand. “Low warmth” was operationalized as anything lower than 77% of our
warmth scale maximum, whereas “high warmth” was defined as anything higher than 87% of
the scale maximum. “Low firmness” was operationalized as anything lower than 69% of our
firmness scale maximum, whereas “high firmness” was operationalized as anything higher than
6

82% of the scale maximum. parental warmth was measured, by nine items. Sample item: “When
you and your mother have spent time talking or doing things together how often did your mother
act supportive and understanding toward you?” α for maternal warmth=.85; α for paternal
warmth=.88). Parental firmness or control was measured using eight items. Sample item: “How
often do you have a set time to be home on weekend nights?”, α=.80) (Steinberg et.al 2006).
Researchers Parker, Tupling and Brown (1979) also examined parenting styles and
developed the Parenting Bonding Instrument (PBI) using the constructs of Baumrind (1996),
Maccoby and Martin (1983) and Piaget (1990). The context of the care and protection questions
for both the mother and father help to determine the categories of the four typologies.
Gender and Parenting
Researcher Varner (2014) examined differential parenting based on gender and birth
order status as an explanation for the achievement differences between African American males
and females. In sampling 796 African American students, girls were found to have much higher
grade point averages than boys because girls reported receiving more supervision. Girls reported
more surveillance, interaction and rule enforcement however less decision making autonomy.
Participants were measured using the Maryland Adolescent Development in Context Study,
which is designed to examine how social contexts influences psychological factors that impact
adolescent developmental trajectories and behavioral choices. The participants were surveyed to
measure levels of warmth, communication, decision making monitoring, conflict, rule
enforcement and expectations. Mothers reported girls having higher expectations than boys.
Overall, it was determined that lowering differential parenting would be beneficial in narrowing
the gender differences in achievement among African American adolescents.
7

Research demonstrates that children who grow up in single parent households are
associated with behavioral problems. Children in single parent homes have more opportunities
to engage in risky behaviors such as sexual activity and school truancy. Research examined
adolescent sexual activity and teen pregnancy and discovered that girls whose fathers were
absent by or before the age of five had a higher chance of engaging in sexual behaviors (Ellis
et.al 2003). There is a growing number of adolescents living in step parent families. Children
living in step parent families report higher levels of emotional and physical behaviors, lower
academic achievement, and lower social adjustment than their counterparts who were living with
two married biological parents. However, living with a step parent solely for the purpose of
living in a two parent household was associated with negative emotional outcomes, but positive
behavioral outcomes (Sweeny, Wang and Videon 2009). Married, biological two-parent families
generally are associated with positive childhood outcomes more than single-mother,
cohabitating stepfather and married step father families (Simons 2004).
Researcher Bilarz (2001) examined the sexual orientation of parents with the purpose of
challenging the prior conceptual framework and stated children of lesbian and gay parents would
have a variety of negative childhood outcomes. Cameron et al. (1996) conducted research on
homosexual parenting and determined that parental homosexuality was a potential result of
sexual relations with their parents, disproportionate amount of sexual interaction with caretakers
or relatives and a disproportionate amount of heterosexual orientation. Because of such
outrageous findings, the American Psychological Association expelled Paul Cameron, and the
American Sociological Association denounced him for ‘willfully’ misrepresenting research
(Bilarz 2001:161). While it is important to note the year in which this study was conducted,
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Cameron’s work (1996) was continually used to support court cases and policy hearings
with the intent to block foster children placements with homosexual parents. “… Researchers
frequently downplay findings indicating difference regarding children’s gender and sexual
preferences and behavior that could stimulate important theoretical questions” (Bilarz
2001:159). Researcher Bilarz (2001) investigated three issues; first, whether the selection effects
produced by homophobia account for associations between parental sexual orientations and
child outcomes; second, the role of parental gender vis-à-vis sexual orientation in influencing
children’s gender development; and third the relationship between parental sexual orientations
and children’s sexual preferences and behaviors.
Bilarz (2001) determined that researchers needed to overcome the notion that homosexual
relationships are associated with sexual deficits. There is very little evidence that suggests
adolescent outcomes are more or less likely to be negatively or positively impacted by
homosexual or heterosexual households, and the combined stress of the parent and child
constructs the family process model (Bilarz 2001).
Family Stress and Family Process Model
While research is likely to attribute characteristics such as affection to the female gender
and protection to the male gender overall, the definition of parenting style is not rooted in gender
but rooted in the actual characteristics of the individual parenting the child. Stress is a risk factor
in the makeup of parental characteristics (Yunju, Wikoff, and Sherraden. 2015).
The family stress model links poor parenting with economic hardship and lack of resources. This
will increase the likelihood that the mother or father will display signs of psychological distress.
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Therefore, she/he will begin to decrease the quality of interactions with those in the
household (Yunju et al. 2015). Parental stress is associated with race, class and location.
Minority parents experience a greater parental stress than those of white parents (Lareau and
Cox 2011). Children with parents that display high levels of parental stress are more likely to
inherit emotional and behavioral problems such as cognitive and social skills. Childhood
outcomes of parental stress can be associated with low self-esteem, and a risk of depression and
anxiety.
Parental stress may lead to physical punishment. Spanking, also known as corporal
punishment, involves the use of force to cause pain and promote correctional behavioral (Ellis
et.al 2003). Although this may seem affective, there is research that suggest corporal punishment
is positively associated with aggression. Alford Bandura uses the attachment theory and social
learning theory to support the harmful associations of corporal punishment (Goldrick-Rab 2006).
Bandura suggests that children who were spanked are more likely to possess characteristics of
aggression because their parents have demonstrated aggression towards them, indicating this
type of behavior is appropriate, thus known as a social learning theory.
These findings demonstrate that continuous spanking is associated with stress in children.
Overtime this practice negatively influences proper brain activity in areas that are essential for
learning, memory and lower cognitive skills. It was also important to identify that spanking at a
certain age would also have effects. Youth under 12 months of age would be prone to experience
greater emotional trauma as a result of this discipline practice than children who are spanked
older (Coley, Kull, and Carrano 2010). The stressors of the child and parent comprise the family
process model.
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The family process model was originally designed to better understand child
mistreatment. This model identifies three areas that may affect parenting stress. The first part of
this model includes the parent’s self-concept, which includes the feelings and interpretations
linked to their role as a parent. These characteristics are normally associated with the age and
educational level of the parent. Physical and sociological functions may also apply to the first
domain such as income and class. The second domain involves the characteristics of the child’s
health, behavioral problem and temperament. These characteristics may enhance or reduce the
level of stress the parent feels, which will affect parenting style. The third domain is based on
the conditions in which the family lives, including working conditions, housing environment,
and community. Previous literature does not specify whether the wavering levels of parenting
stressors are due to socioeconomic factors or specific characteristics of those in the minority
group (Yunju et. al 2015).
The family process model attributes the formation of parenting behavior to personality
and sociological characteristics. Existing literature suggests that the differences in family
resources, maternal and child characteristics and environmental factors may add gaps to the
racial and ethnic disparities in parenting stress (Varner 2014). Families that face financial and
educational hardship have very different outcomes than those that have financial and educational
gain; including access to better quality schools, afterschool programs for children and access to
employment (Goldrick-Rab 2006).
Family Socioeconomic Status and Students Success
As children enter adulthood, academic related difficulties may occur. In particular,
African American youth have a variety of difficulties and experiences such as racial
11

discrimination and negative stereotypes (Cooper and Smalls 2010). These hurdles may further
perpetuate academic issues through impression management. African American youth develop
their cultural identity and in turn downplay their academic success to remain close to their peers.
Thus, the exertion of impression management by African American youth may hinder overall
academic achievement. African American youth attempt to influence the perceptions of other
people by regulating or controlling information in a social interaction. Research conducted by
Cooper and Smalls (2010) on parental roles and African American youth adjustment found that
cultural and academic socialization were separately associated with implications of academic
adjustment. It was found that adolescents who reported positive messages about their cultural
pride also reported more educational encouragement and greater academic environment. The
minority- experience socialization was not associated significantly to the dimensions of
academic socialization. African American parents are encouraged to promote cultural pride and
academic related activities to promote academic adjustment.
Research suggests that African American parents combine culturally distinctive
practices and behaviors that lean toward universal forms of academic socialization. These
findings may be the key for understanding the level of achievement among African American
youth. Identifying and analyzing factors that contribute to low student motivation, self-esteem,
and academic achievement could potentially close the educational gap among various social
classes and race. Although personal perception may indicate overall academic performance,
research has suggested peer dependent views of academic success may actually be a result of
impression management. Parents can offset these hurdles by encouraging and promoting cultural
pride within the household and demonstrating the importance of positive behaviors that are
12

conducive to academic success (Taylor, Hinton and Wilson 1995). General practice studies
conducted in Sydney and Oxford (Parker, Tupling and Brown 1979) reported an association
between higher maternal care and higher social class only when the analysis included the
respondents age and sex demonstrating the association between social class and parenting. It can
be inferred that parental behaviors are associated with socioeconomic status, socialization
practices, environmental stressors and the characteristics of the parent and their offspring
(Lareau 2002).
Hypotheses
The following hypotheses were tested by comparing mean adjustment scale scores between
the following groups: (a) both parents authoritarian; (b) mother authoritarian but father
permissive; and (c) both mother and father permissive. The results chapter provides details from
these comparisons. The analysis of maternal permissive and authoritarian parenting styles and
paternal permissive and authoritarian parenting styles can be found in the appendix.
1. Differences occur between academic adjustment parenting style groups. 2.
Differences occur between social adjustment and parenting style groups.
3. Differences occur between personal-emotional adjustment and parenting style groups.
4. Differences occur between attachment adjustment and parenting style groups.
5. Differences occur between overall adjustment and parenting style groups.
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CHAPTER THREE
METHODS
Population Sample
Fifty-three participants enrolled in the University of Mississippi’s 1st Year Freshman
Experience course were surveyed using the Parent Bonding Instrument (PBI) and the Student
Adaptation to College Questionnaire (SACQ). The PBI is designed as a self- reported measure
to be completed by those who were at least 16 years of age or older. Participants score their
parents on 25 attitudinal and behavioral items measured on a four-point scale as they remember
during the first 16 years of life (Parker, Tupling and Brown 1979). In addition, the study used
the Student Adaptation to College Questionnaire (SACQ) to measure the rate of student
adjustment to college. The 67-item questionnaire measures college student adjustment on the
full scale and the following subscales; academic, attachment, social and personal-emotional. The
SACQ is most appropriate for students at any time during their undergraduate studies.
The University of Mississippi’s 1st Year Freshman Experience Course was selected
because it was likely to be the most representative course of freshmen across the University .
The students selected were assumed to be most recently removed from direct supervision from
their parents. The 1st Year Freshman Experience course was created to aid students transition
from high school to college and to develop an understanding of the collegiate academic process.
The University of Mississippi, is a rural public co-ed college that utilizes a semester based
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academic calendar. The student to facility ratio is 18:1 with a 37 percent four-year graduation
rate. About 35 percent of students are active members of fraternities and sororities. Oxford,
Mississippi, is a typical rural college town with local traditions such as tailgating and city
festivals (National Universities 2015). The 2015 undergraduate student population at the
University of Mississippi was 17,360. Sixty-one percent of the students were Mississippi
residents, 45 percent male and 55 percent female, with an average GPA of 3.49. The University
of Mississippi sample from the undergraduate population is as follows: The sample was largely
Caucasian (82 %) and African American (11%) with average income of over $50,000. The
reported demographics for the sample can be found in tables 3.1-3.6 (National Universities
2015).

Table 3.1 Parent Gender and Parenting Styles Effects on
College Student Adjustment
2016, Total Population at the University of Mississippi,
N=17,360
Race
Percentage Value
White/Caucasian
76%
Black/ African American
14%
Hispanic/Latino Other
3%
Other
9%

Table 3.2 Parent Gender and Parenting Styles Effects on
College Student Adjustment 2016, Number of
Parents in Household Between the Ages of 18-24, N=52
I lived in a two parent
Percentage Value
household
Yes
64%
No
36%
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Table 3.3 Parent Gender and Parenting Styles Effects on
College Student Adjustment 2016, Sample
Population Demographics at the University of Mississippi,
N=52
Race
Percentage Value
White/Caucasian
81%
Black/ African American
11%
None/Specify
8%

Table 3.4 Parent Gender and Parenting Style Effects on College
Student Adjustment 2016,
Marital Between the Ages of 18-24, N=52
Parents Marital Status
Percentage Value
Divorced
25%
Living with Another
8%
Married
59%
Separated
4%
Single
4%
Dating
2%

Table 3.5 Parent Gender and Parenting Styles Effects on College
Student Adjustment 2016,
Participants Gender Between the Ages of 18-24, N=52
Indicate Your Gender
Percentage Value
Male
45%
Female
55%

Table 3.6 Parent Gender and Parenting Style Effects on College
Student Adjustment 2016, Combined
Estimated Household Income Between the Ages of 18-24, N=52
Combined Estimated Household
Percentage Value
Income
Under $20,000
8%
Between $20,000 and $40,000
13%
Between $40,000 and $70,000
17%
Between $70,000 and $100,000
15%
Between $100,000 and $150,000
23%
Greater than $150,000
25%
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Analysis
The degree of difference in parenting styles was assessed using the Parent Bonding
Instrument (PBI). The PBI is a 25 item questionnaire (12 care items and 13 overprotection items
for each parent) that measures four global parenting styles; authoritative, permissive,
authoritarian and neglectful. The authoritative scale is made up of six care items: 1, 5, 6, 11, 12
and 17. The permissive scale is made up of six care items: 2, 4, 14, 16, 18 and 24. The
authoritarian sale is made up of six over protection items: 3, 7, 15, 21, 22 and 25. Last, the
neglectful scale is made up of seven over protection items: 8, 9, 10, 13, 19, 20 and 23.
The PBI uses response scales on a continuum from “very like (3) to very unlike (0).”
Parental care and overprotection scores generate the parental bonding quadrants; they are as
follows: authoritarian parenting = high care and high protection, permissive parenting = high
protection and low care, authoritative parenting =high care and low protection, last, neglectful
parenting = low care and low protection. The assignment of “high” or “low” categories was
based on the following cut-off scores: mothers, care score of 27.0 and a protection score of 13.5.
and fathers, a care score of 24.0 and a protection score of 12.5 (see Appendix B).
The Parenting Bonding Instrument has been reliable and used in numerous studies,
including: childhood outcomes, parenting styles assessment, personality disorders, genetic
studies, adolescent delinquency and abnormal behavioral studies. The context of the question
determines the parenting style based on the care and overprotection items. Researchers
Stienberg, Blatt-Eisengart and Cauffman (2006) also used this method. Most research conducted
using this survey was done in the early too late 1990s. Factors that may influence the results of
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the PBI are as follows: In the original PBI development study, the mean scores indicated
mothers were more caring and somewhat more protective than fathers. when the sex of the
respondent was taken into account; the only significant difference was that women reported their
fathers as significantly more caring than did men (Parker et al. 1979).
General practice studies conducted in Canada, Australia and Norway (Parker et al. 1979) using
the PBI discovered consistent associations between the respondents’ gender and the gender of the
perceived parenting style. On the social adjustment subscale, males and females reported similar
scores, however, mothers were reported as ‘less restrictive’ by daughters more than sons. Males
reported their fathers as ‘less intrusive’ than females on the social adjustment subscale.
The degree in which student adjustment was measured was through the Student
Adaptation to College Questionnaire (SACQ). The SACQ is a 67-item questionnaire that
measures college student adjustment on a full scale and the following four sub-scales. The
academic adjustment subscale is comprised of the following items 3, 4, 5,10, 13, 17, 19, 21,
23,25,27, 29, 32, 36, 39, 41, 43, 50, 52,54, 58, 62 and 66. The social adjustment subscale is
comprised of the following items: 1, 4, 8, 9,14,16, 18, 22, 26, 30, 33, 37, 42, 46, 51, 57, 63, 65.
The personal-emotional adjustment sub-scale is compromised of the following items: 2, 7, 11,
12, 20, 24, 28, 31, 35, 38, 40, 45, 49, 55, and 64. The attachment subscale is comprised of the
following items: 15,60,61, 16, 34, 47 and 59 (Baker, and Siryk 1996).
Prior to testing the hypotheses, the Cronbach’s Alpha reliability test was used to measure the
maternal and paternal care and protection items on the Parenting Bonding Instrument and
determine their level of internal consistency. It was discovered that were no reported cases of
neglectful parenting and one reported case of authoritative parenting. The one reported case of
18

authoritative parenting was excluded, thus decreasing the sample to from 53 to 52. It should also
be noted that since there were some instances of respondents skipping individual questions, the
analyses were conducted with missing values replaced with the mean scores. N values may
range from 47-51. Data from the set entitled ‘missing replaced with the mean’, are missing
some respondents, the N values range from 47-51, there should be 53 participants.

In

addition to descriptive statistics, hypotheses were tested using both parametric and nonparametric tests. For two-group comparisons (Appendix A), the independent samples t-test and
the Mann-Whitney U test were used to assess whether the null hypothesis of no difference
between groups could be rejected in support of the research hypothesis. In conducting the t-test,
the assumption of equal variances was tested, and in cases where the variance was significantly
different between groups, the correction version of the t-test was used from SPSS.
For three-group comparisons as shown in the Results chapter, One-Way Analysis of
Variance (ANOVA), a parametric test, was used, followed by the Kruskal Wallis test, a
nonparametric approach (table 3.7). Student adjustment was divided into four subscales and the
overall adjustment scale, they are as follows: academic, social, attachment, personal-emotional
and full- scale. The appendix tables demonstrate three types of measurements they are as
follows: (a) missing values not replaced (b) missing values replaced with middle and (c) missing
values replaced with mean. Measures (a) and (b) were used to determine the consistency of the
descriptive statistics although, they were not required for the analysis. A high mean score was
associated with optimal adjustment.
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Finally, it should be noted that, given the limits of null hypothesis significance testing
using p values, confidence intervals were also calculated. This was done on each adjustment
sub-scale and total scale for each of the parenting style groups.

Table 3.7 Parent Gender and Parenting Style Effects on College Student Adjustment 2016,
Kruskal Wallis Test for Paternal and Maternal Bonding Scales Combined, N=52
Academic
Adjustment

Social
Adjustment

Personal
Emotional
Adjustment

Attachment
Adjustment

Full-Scale
Adjustment

Chi-Square

3.717

2.085

8.945

1.622

4.936

df

2

2

2

2

2

Asymp. Sig.

.156

.353

.011

.444

.085
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CHAPTER FOUR
RESULTS
The analyses were conducted with missing values replace by the mean scores. N values
may range from 47-51, (refer to limitations section). Appendix A shows findings for the
differences in adjustment scores between maternal parenting style groups and between maternal
parenting style groups separately. Here in this chapter, figures 4.1 through 4.5 correspond data
replaced with the mean values. As the figures and tables demonstrate, only for the personal
emotional adjustment sub-scale were consistent and notable differences observed between
parenting style groups. A Kruskal -Wallis test was conducted to evaluate differences among the
adjustment scale (academic, social personal-emotional, attachment and full-scale adjustment) on
median change.
Test of Hypothesis One - Differences occur between academic adjustment parenting style groups.
Figure 4.1 reveals that participants who reported both their mother and father as
permissive had the highest mean score of academic adjustment, (M = 4.90, F = .62, p = .38, 4,
SD = 1.50, 95% CI [ 3.83, 5.97]). Participants who reported both their mother and father as
authoritarian had the lowest mean score of academic adjustment, (M = 3.2, F =.62, p =.38, .43,
SD = 1.50, 95% CI [2.62, 4.02]). Participants who reported their mother as authoritarian and
their father as permissive had a middle mean score of academic adjustment, (M = 4.48, F = .62,
p = .38, .43, SD = 1.30, 95% CI [2.62, 4.02]).
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Based on the results of the ANOVA F-test and the Kruskal – Wallis test, the results were
not statistically significant, the null hypothesis can be accepted. (p >.05). It can be concluded
that students who were raised in a two parent home, where both parental figures were
permissive, are more likely to be academically adjusted than students who were raised with an
authoritarian mother and a permissive parents or both parents who are authoritarian. The largest
mean difference (MD) was between ‘Both Parents Permissive’ and ‘Both Parents Authoritarian’
(MD = 1.58). Based on this finding, it can be concluded that a two parent household, where both
parents are authoritarian is associated with low academic adjustment. However, the results were
not statistically significant.

Figure 4.1 A Comparison of Academic Adjustment
& Parenting Styles 2016, N=48, CI=95%
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Both Parents Permissive

Test of Hypothesis Two - Differences occur between social adjustment and parenting style
groups.
Figure 4.2 reveals that participants who report mothers as authoritarian and fathers as
permissive had the highest mean score of social adjustment, (M = 3.52, F = 0.67, p = .51.31, SD
= .81, 95% CI [3.11, 3.93]).
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Participants who reported both parents as authoritarian had the middle mean of social
adjustment, (M = 3.24, F = 0.67, p = .51, .31, SD = 1.38, 95% CI [2.53, 3.95]). Participants who
report both parents as permissive had the lowest mean score of social adjustment, (M = 3.00, F =
0.67, p = .51, .31, SD = .99, 95% CI [2.25, 3.75]). The largest mean difference (MD) for social
adjustment was between ‘Mother Authoritarian & Father Permissive’ and ‘Both Parents
Permissive’ (MD = .52). The higher the mean score the more likely the student is socially
adjustment.
Based on the results of the ANOVA F-test and the Kruskal – Wallis test, the results were
not statistically significant, the null hypothesis can be accepted. (p >.05). It can be concluded
that students who were raised with an authoritarian mother and a permissive father are more
likely to be socially adjusted to college than students who were raised with both parents as
authoritarian or both parents as permissive. The largest mean difference (MD) was between
‘Mother Authoritarian & Father Permissive’ and ‘Both Parents Permissive’ (MD =.52). Based
on this finding, it can be concluded that a two parent household, where both parents are
permissive is associated with low social adjustment. However, the results were not statistically
significant.

Figure 4.2 A Comparison of Social Adjustment
& Parenting Styles 2016, N=43, CI=95%
4
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Styles
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Both Parents Permissive
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Test of Hypothesis Three - Differences occur between personal- emotional adjustment and
parenting style groups.
Figure 4.3 reveals that participants who reported both maternal and paternal figures as
permissive had higher mean scores of personal-emotional adjustment, (M = 4.90, F = 5.80, p
=.01, 0.1, SD = 1.50, 95% CI [3.83, 5.97]). Participants who reported their mother as
authoritarian and father as permissive had a middle mean score of personal emotional
adjustment, (M = 4.58, F = 5.80, p = .01, 0.1, SD = 1.30, 95% CI [ 3.11, 5.7]. Participants who
reported both maternal and paternal figures as authoritarian, had the lowest mean score of
personal-emotional adjustment, (M = 3.32, F = 5.80, p = .01, 0.1, SD = 1.42, 95% CI [2.64,
4.0]).
Based on the results of the ANOVA F-test and Kruskal -Wallis tests the null hypothesis
can be rejected (p < .05). Based on the sample data, it can be concluded that there is a statically
significant relationship between personal- emotional adjustment and parenting style groups.
Students who were raised in a two parent household with an authoritarian mother and a
permissive father are more likely to be socially adjusted to college than students who were raised
in a home where both parents were permissive, or raised in a home where both parents were
authoritarian. The largest mean difference (MD) is between ‘Both Authoritarian Parents’ and
‘Both Permissive Parents’ (MD = 1.58). Based on this finding, it can be concluded that a two
parent household, where both parents are permissive is associated with low personal-emotional
adjustment to college.
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5

Figure 4.3 A Comparison of Personal Emotional Adjustment
& Parenting Styles 2016, N=50, CI=95%
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Test of Hypothesis Four - Differences occur between attachment adjustment and parenting style
groups.
Figure 4.4 reveals that participants who reported having an authoritarian mother and
permissive father had the highest mean scores of attachment adjustment to college, (M = 3.89, F
= 24, p = .78, .36, SD = 1.34, 95% CI [3.47,.31]). Participants who report both parents as
permissive had a middle mean score of attachment adjustment, (M = 3.75, F = 24, p = .78, SD =
1.47, 95% CI [ 3.47, 4.31]). Participants who report both parents as authoritarian had the lowest
mean score, (M = 3.54, F = 24, p = .78, .36, SD = 1.80, 95% CI [2.68, 4.4]).
Based on the results of the ANOVA F-test and Kruskal -Wallis tests, the results were not
statistically significant, the null hypothesis can be accepted. (p >.05). It can be concluded that
students who were raised with an authoritarian mother and a permissive father are more likely
have better attachment adjustment to college than students who were raised in a home where
both parents were permissive, or raised in a home where both parents were authoritarian. The
largest mean difference is between ‘Mother Authoritarian and Father Permissive’ and ‘Both
Permissive Parents’ (MD = 0.35). Based on this finding, it can be concluded that students who
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were raised a two parent household, where both parents are authoritarian is associated with low
attachment adjustment to college. However, the results were not statistically significant.

Figure 4.4 A Comparison of Attachment Adjustment
& Parenting Styles 2016, N=49, CI=95%
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Test of Hypothesis Five - Differences occur between overall adjustment and parenting style
groups.
Figure 4.5 reveals that participants who reported having an authoritarian mother and a
permissive had higher mean scores of overall adjustment, (M = 3.14, F = 1, p =.37,.14, SD =.79,
95% CI [ 2.72, 3.56]). Participants who reported both parents as authoritarian had the middle
mean score of overall adjustment, (M = 2.68, F = 1, p =.37,.14, SD = 1.04, 95% CI [ 2.27,
3.51]). Participants who reported both parents as permissive had the middle mean score of
overall adjustment, (M = 2.89., F = 1, p =.37,.14, SD = .75, 95% CI [ 2.11, 3.25]).
Based on the results of the ANOVA F-test and Kruskal -Wallis tests the null hypothesis
can be rejected (p < .05). Students who were raised with an authoritarian mother and a permissive
father are more likely to be overall adjusted to college than students who were raised in a home
where both parents were permissive, or raised in a home where both parents were authoritarian.
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The largest mean difference (MD) was between ‘Both Parents Authoritarian’ and ‘Both Parents
Permissive’ (MD = 0.21). Based on this finding, it can be concluded that students who were
raised a two parent household, where both parents are authoritarian is associated with low overall
adjustment to college.
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Figure 4.5 Comparison of Overall Adjustment
& Parenting Styles 2016, N=39, CI=95%
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CHAPTER FIVE
DISSCUSSION
The goal of this study was to determine the differences between parent gender and
parenting style effects on college student adjustment. Appendix tables one through six break
down the parental scores of the mother, father and combined parental scores.
Based on the sample data there are five main findings. First, it can be concluded that
students who were raised in a two parent, where both parental figures were permissive, are more
likely to be academically adjusted than students who were raised with an authoritarian mother
and a permissive parents or both parents who are authoritarian. Second, students who were
raised with an authoritarian mother and a permissive father are more likely to be socially
adjusted to college then students who were raised with both parents as authoritarian or both
parents as permissive. Third, it can be concluded that there is a statically significant relationship
between personal- emotional adjustment and parenting style groups. Students who were raised in
a two parent household with an authoritarian mother and a permissive father are more likely to
be socially adjusted to college than students who were raised in a home where both parents were
permissive, or raised in a home where both parents were authoritarian.
The extant research revealed that students with an authoritarian mother and a permissive
father were more likely to be personal-emotionally adjusted to college than any other combined
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parenting style. Out of the four sub-scales, (academic, social, attachment and personalemotional) personal emotional adjustment was the only sub-scale with consistent differences
between parenting groups. As it relates to the sample, that a this mean a combination of
authoritarian and permissive parents may optimal for students to have high personal-emotional
adjustment to college. Permissive fathers had higher scores of adjustment for social, personal
emotional, attachment, academic and overall adjustment than authoritarian fathers across all
measures. Permissive and authoritative mothers did not have consistent patterns of adjustment
across all measurements of data.
Fourth, it can be concluded that students who were raised with an authoritarian mother
and a permissive father are more likely to have better attachment adjustment to college than
students who were raised in a home where both parents were permissive, or raised in a home
where both parents were authoritarian. Last, Students who were raised with an authoritarian
mother and a permissive father are more likely to be overall adjusted to college than students
who were raised in a home where both parents were permissive, or raised in a home where both
parents were authoritarian.
Differences in college student adjustment demonstrate that a “one parenting style fits all”
approach is not optimal. Although parental stress is associated with social economic status and
minority parents are more likely to be affected by that stress, each family structure differs. For
example, at any point in time the family stress model can occur regardless of race or class.
Economic hardship will increase the likelihood that parents will display signs of psychological
distress, thus decreasing the quality of interactions with those in the household. Children with
parents that display high levels of parental stress are more likely to inherit emotional and
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behavioral problems such as cognitive and social skills. The family process model is another
determinate of parenting. The family process model associates characteristics such as a child’s
health, behavior and temperament to that of the parent. The attributes of the child can potentially
increase or decrease the level of stress a parent feels, which will affect their parenting style.
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CHAPTER SIX
CONCLUSION
The goal of this study was to determine whether parent gender and parenting style effect
college student adjustment. Much of the study of parenting has focused on the associations of
parenting and child rearing behaviors. Improving the quality of parent-child relationships can
have positive effects on an individual, family and society’s economic cost of incarcerating
deviant youth and young adults as a result or poor parenting. Based on these findings, it can be
inferred that parental influence on offspring during adolescent years will plausibly affect college
student adjustment. While research on parental influence and childhood behavior is abundant,
research is inconclusive regarding the associations of perceived parenting on college student
adjustment. Further exploring these connections may increase the understanding of parental
influence on college student adjustment.
Limitations
The current study had several limitations that may have affected the results and should be
considered when interpreting the findings.
Self-Reported Data
The first limitation in this research is the reliance upon self-reported data, which may
contain potential sources of bias. Participants were asked to complete the Parent Bonding
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Instrument, which is a retrospective measure, meaning that adults (over 16 years) complete the
measure for how they remember their parents during their first 16 years of life. Possible cases of
bias may include: selective memory or failure to remember, telescoping memory (recalling
childhood events that occurred at the wrong period of time), attribution (connecting positive
events to one’s own agency and negative events to external sources) and exaggeration
(representing event outcomes not as they occurred).
Sample Size
Due to the small sample size of fifty-three, it may be difficult to find significant
associations across all measures.
Lack of Available/ Reliable Data
The intersectionality of race, class and gender are important factors in any fully
developed research effort; therefore, it is imperative to note the demographics of the sample,
which may have an effect on the participant’s overall responses. As seen in Table 3.6 more than
half of participants reported a combined household income of $70,000 or greater. Household
income impacts the accessibility of economic resources and can determine school quality, crime
rate, employment opportunities and housing location. According to the National Household
Survey (2014), biological mothers in stepfather families are less likely to be highly involved in
their children’s schools than biological mothers in two biological-parent families. The National
Household Survey (2014) reported that forty-five percent of students actively live with their
birth mother and step father, and has a mother who is consistently involved in their child’s
school related activities compared to fifty-eight percent of students that live with both their birth
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father. Data from the set entitled ‘missing replaced with the mean’, are missing some
respondents, the N values range from 47-51, there should be 53 participants total.
Sampling Method
Based on the limitations, convenience sampling was used as a means for gathering the
sample population. The convenience sample population is not used to generalize the wider
population. However, it is useful to review the responses to determine and test the quality of
particular questions in order to strengthen future research efforts. However, I urge caution in
interpreting these results. Factors that may inhibit reporting results would include the study’s
location, demographics and sample size.
Directions for Furthering Research
Extending Sample
The first recommendation for future research includes extending the population size to
include most if not all race, gender and ethnicity. Yunju, Nam, Wikoff, and Sherraden (2015)
conducted a study on parental stress of White, Black, American Indian and Hispanic mothers.
Parental stress scores among White and American Indians were on average significantly lower
than among Blacks and Hispanics. Researchers concluded that parenting stress was positively
associated with maternal depression and negatively associated with social supports.
Decomposition results show that racial and ethnic disparities in parenting stress would be
decreased significantly if minority mothers had the same levels of depression and social supports
as white mothers. Parental stress is associated with parental behavior, which determines the level
of care and protection (parenting style) a child will receive.
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Gender of Respondent
It is recommended that the gender of the student be taken into account, to determine if
there are any difference between male and female perceptions of parenting.
Reliable Data
To avoid and any errors in future research, I would recommend the analyses be reviewed
by another associate to ensure all measurements are accurate.
Location of University
It is recommended that students from historically black, state and private institutions be
surveyed so results would be representative of the larger population. The current study would
benefit from longitudinal research. Because associations were identified with parenting style and
college student adjustment, it is recommended that participants be surveyed four years after the
completion of their bachelor’s degree to determine the level of adult adjustment. It will be useful
to compare both survey results to identify patterns of adjustment or lack thereof on the social,
attachment, emotional and academic scales. Regardless of the underlying mechanisms, the
results of the present study clearly demonstrate the impact of parenting styles on college student
adjustment.
Developing Parental Intervention Programs
Improving the knowledge of parenting styles will likely strengthen family bonds and
promote overall adjustment. The current context reflects the value of parenting as a potential
public health issue. The challenge in this is interpreting parenting as a public health concern to
governing administrators. The research findings demonstrate that parenting intervention
programs may be useful in relaying the importance of parental involvement.
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Explaining constructs such as the social learning theory can be critical for parents and teachers
in helping to develop healthy moral autonomy in adolescence. Parents should be aware of how
parental stress can affect the relationship with their family and child.
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Table 1. Adjustment to the University Scale Scores by Parenting Styles
(Missing Values Not Replaced)
Maternal
Paternal Parenting
Parenting Style
Style
Authoritarian
Permissive
Authoritarian
Permissive
Academic Adjustment Scale
Mean
MOE
Standard Deviation
N
t value (p value)
MWU value (p value)
Social Adjustment Scale

3.45
3.57
3.06 to 3.84
3.13 to 4.0
1.14
.95
34
14
-.361(.721)
230.500 (.86)

3.09
3.79
2.57 to 3.61
3.44 to 4.14
1.21
.85
23
26
-2.32(.026)
196.000 (.03)

Mean
MOE
Standard Deviation
N
t value (p value)
MWU value (p value)
Personal-Emotional Adjustment Scale

3.43
3.07
2.92 to 3.07
2.53 to 3.61
1.15
.82
31
11
1.12(.271)
136.000 (.32)

3.10
3.49
2.51 to 3.69
3.12 to 3.86
1.30
.84
21
22
-1.14(.258)
168.500 (.12)

Mean
MOE
Standard Deviation
N
t value (p value)
MWU value (p value)
Attachment Scale

3.93
4.81
2.86 to 3.92
2.28 to 7.34
1.54
1.36
35
14
-1.96(.06)
169.000 (.09)

3.52
4.81
2.96 to 4.08
4.23 to 5.39
1.37
1.40
25
25
-3.29 (.00)
159.000 (.00)

Mean
MOE
Standard Deviation
N
t value (p value)
MWU value (p value)
Full Adjustment Scale

3.79
3.69
3.39 to 4.19
2.88 to 4.5
1.61
1.35
35
13
.211(.83)
214.500 (.76)

3.40
4.03
2.7 to 4.11
3.48 to 4.03
1.68
1.34
24
25
-1.42(.16)
219.000 (.10)

Mean
MOE
Standard Deviation
N
t value (p value)
MWU value (p value)

2.96
2.89
2.59 to 3.33
2.68 to 8.46
.96
.65
28
10
.257(.79)
129.000 (.71)

2.61
3.20
2.15 to 3.07
2.87 to 2.53
.96
.74
19
20
-2.11(.04)
115.000(.03)
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Table 2. Adjustment to the University Scale Scores by Parenting Styles
(Missing Values Replaced with Middle Scores)
Maternal
Paternal Parenting
Parenting Style
Style
Authoritarian
Permissive
Authoritarian
Permissive
Academic Adjustment Scale
Mean
MOE
Standard Deviation
N
t value (p value)
MWU value (p value)
Social Adjustment Scale

3.54
3.61
3.19 to 3.89
2.71 to 4.06
1.03
.83
36
15
-.253(.80)
266.500 (.94)

3.23
3.83
2.79 to 3.67
3.53 to 3.83
1.09
.78
25
27
-2.28(.02)
221.000 (.03)

Mean
MOE
Standard Deviation
N
t value (p value)
MWU value (p value)
Personal-Emotional Adjustment Scale

3.40
3.28
3.01 to 3.8
2.7 to 3.86
1.20
1.03
37
14
.333(.74)
242.500 (.72)

3.15
3.50
2.6 to 3.7
3.12 to 3.88
1.38
.98
25
27
-1.07(.28)
261.000 (.16)

Mean
MOE
Standard Deviation
N
t value (p value)
MWU value (p value)
Attachment Scale

3.93
4.81
3.4 to 4.46
4.21 to 5.41
1.54
1.36
35
14
-1.96(.33)
169.000 (.69)

3.52
4.81
2.96 to 3.52
4.21 to 4.81
1.37
1.48
25
25
-3.29(.00)
159.000 (.00)

Mean
MOE
Standard Deviation
N
t value (p value)
MWU value (p value)
Full Adjustment Scale

3.74
3.59
3.21 to 4.27
2.82 to 4.36
1.58
1.35
37
14
.333(.74)
240.500 (.69)

3.38
3.93
2.51 to 4.25
3.4 to 4.46
1.65
1.35
25
27
-1.32(.19)
251.000 (.11)

3.65
3.26 to 3.71

3.81
3.12 to 3.88

3.32
2.83 to 3.32

3.99
3.62 to 4.36

1.15
35

.89
13

1.17
24

.90
25

Mean
Standard Deviation
N
t value (p value)
MWU value (p value)

-.52(.60)
217.000 (.188)
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-2.23(.03)
191.000 (.02)

Table 3. Adjustment to the University Scale Scores by Parenting Styles 2016
(Missing Values Replaced with Mean Scores)
Maternal
Paternal Parenting
Parenting Style
Style
Authoritarian
Permissive
Authoritarian
Permissive
Academic Adjustment Scale
Mean
MOE
Standard Deviation
N
t value (p value)
MWU value (p value)
Social Adjustment Scale

3.48
3.53
3.09 to 3.87
2.96 to 4.1
1.17
1.00
36
14
-1.32(.89)
249.500 (.95)

3.12
3.78
2.59 to 3.65
3.36 to 3.79
1.26
.88
24
27
-2.12(.04)
212.500 (.03)

Mean
MOE
Standard Deviation
N
t value (p value)
MWU value (p value)
Personal-Emotional Adjustment Scale

3.40
3.53
2.9 to 3.9
2.96 to 4.1
1.50
1.03
37
14
.333(.740)
169.000 (.09)

3.15
3.50
2.59 to 3.71
3.15 to 3.5
1.38
.90
25
27
-1.07(.28)
159.000 (.00)

Mean
MOE
Standard Deviation
N
t value (p value)
MWU value (p value)
Attachment Scale

3.93
4.81
3.4 to 4.46
4.04 to 5.58
1.54
1.36
35
14
-1.96(.06)
242.500 (.72)

3.52
4.81
2.97 to 4.07
4.24 to 5.38
1.37
1.40
25
25
-3.29(.00)
261.000 (.16)

Mean
MOE
Standard Deviation
N
t value (p value)
MWU value (p value)
Full Adjustment Scale

3.77
3.70
3.43 to 4.11
3.23 to 4.17
1.02
.82
36
14
.267(.79)
240.500 (.52)

3.55
3.95
3.31 to 3.79
3.5 to 4.4
.06
1.15
25
27
-1.41(.16)
268.500 (.18)

Mean
MOE
Standard Deviation
N
t value (p value)
MWU value (p value)

3.63
3.87
3.29 to 3.97
3.35 to 4.39
.99
.82
34
13
-.826(.41)
198.000 (.58)

3.31
4.01
2.91 to 3.71
3.66 to 4.36
.93
.85
23
25
-2.71(.00)
172.000 (.01)
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Table 4. Adjustment to the University Scale Scores by Combined Parenting Styles 2016
(Middle Values Not Replaced)
Combined Parenting Styles
Mother
Authoritarian &
Both Parents
Both Parents Permissive
Father
Authoritarian
Permissive
Academic Adjustment Scale
Mean
MOE
Standard Deviation
N
F value (p value)
KW value (p value)
Social Adjustment Scale

3.16
2.62 to 3.7
1.27
23

Mean
MOE
Standard Deviation
N
F value (p value)
KW value (p value)
Personal-Emotional
Adjustment Scale
Mean
MOE
Standard Deviation
N
F value (p value)
KW value (p value)
Attachment Scale

3.22
2.66 to 3.78
1.37
24

Mean
MOE
Standard Deviation
N
F value (p value)
KW value (p value)
Full Adjustment Scale

3.56
2.95 to 4.11
.70
24

Mean
MOE
Standard Deviation
N
F value (p value)
KW value (p value)

3.34
2.93 to 3.75
.949
22

3.76
3.32 to 4.2
.87
17

3.82
3.15 to 4.49
.95
10
1.98(.14)
3.31(.156)

3.60
3.21 to 3.99
.76
17

3.34
2.54 to 4.14
1.13
10
.55(.57)
2.08(.35)

3.53
2.95 to 4.11
1.40
24

4.66
3.98 to 5.34
1.28
16

5.08
4.03 to 6.13
1.47
10
5.32(.00)
8.94(.35)

3.91
3.98 to 5.34
1.25
17

3.94
4.83 to 6.93
.938
10
.88(.41)
1.62(.44)

3.97
3.52 to 4.42
.869
16

4.07
3.45 to 4.73
.869
9
3.22(.04)
4.39(.08)
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Table 5. Adjustment to the University Scale Scores by Combined Parenting Styles 2016
(Missing Values Replaced with Middle Scores)
Combined Parenting Styles
Mother
Both Parents
Both Parents
Authoritarian &
Authoritarian
Permissive
Father Permissive
Academic Adjustment Scale
Mean
MOE
Standard Deviation
N
F value (p value)
KW value (p value)
Social Adjustment Scale

3.29
2.73 to 3.85
1.18
19

3.67
3.32 to 4.02
.81
22
1.28(.28)
1.15(.28)

3.84
3.27 to 4.41
.81
10

Mean
MOE
Standard Deviation
N
F value (p value)
KW value (p value)
Personal-Emotional Adjustment Scale

3.23
2.55 to 3.91
1.47
20

3.51
2.81 to 4.2
.77
21
.298(.74)
1.23(.267)

3.34
2.54 to 4.14
1.13
10

Mean
MOE
Standard Deviation
N
F value (p value)
KW value (p value)
Attachment Scale

3.23
2.57 to 3.89
1.42
19

4.58
3.89 to 5.18
1.30
21
6.43(.00)
62.1(.01)

5.0
3.8 to 6.12
1.47
9

Mean
MOE
Standard Deviation
N
F value (p value)
KW value (p value)
Full Adjustment Scale

3.50
2.68 to 4.32
1.76
20

3.85
3.24 to 4.46
1.32
21
.29(.74)
1.03(.30)

3.78
2.27 to 4.86
1.42
9

Mean
MOE
Standard Deviation
N
F value (p value)
KW value (p value)

3.35
2.74 to 3.96
1.27
19

3.89
3.48 to 4.3
.89
20
1.65(.20)
.565 (.19)

3.98
3.26 to 4.7
.94
9
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Table 6. Adjustment to the University Scale Scores by Combined Parenting Styles 2016
(Missing Values Replaced with Mean Scores)
Combined Parenting Styles
Mother
Both Parents
Both Parents
Authoritarian &
Authoritarian
Permissive
Father Permissive
Academic Adjustment Scale
Mean
MOE
Standard Deviation
N
F value (p value)
KW value (p value)
Social Adjustment Scale

3.32
2.62 to 4.02
1.42
18

4.48
3.88 to 5.08
1.30
20
0.96(.38)
.62(.43)

4.90
3.83 to 5.97
1.50
10

Mean
MOE
Standard Deviation
N
F value (p value)
KW value (p value)
Personal-Emotional Adjustment Scale

3.24
2.53 to 3.95
1.38
17

3.52
3.11 to 3.93
.81
17
0.67(.51)
.91(.35)

3.00
2.25 to 3.75
.99
9

Mean
MOE
Standard Deviation
N
F value (p value)
KW value (p value)
Attachment Scale

3.32
2.64 to 4
1.42
19

4.58
3.11 to 5.7
1.30
21
5.80(.00)
6.21(.01)

4.90
3.83 to 5.97
1.50
10

Mean
MOE
Standard Deviation
N
F value (p value)
KW value (p value)
Full Adjustment Scale

3.54
2.68 to 4.4
1.80
19

3.89
3.47 to 4.31
1.34
20
.24(.78)
.81(.36)

3.75
2.7 to 4.8
1.47
10

Mean
MOE
Standard Deviation
N
F value (p value)
KW value (p value)

2.68
2.11 to 3.25
1.04
15

3.14
2.72 to 3.56
.79
16
1 (.37)
2.13(.14)

2.89
2.27 to 3.51
.75
8
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APPENDIX B: PARENT BONDING INSTRUMENT
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APPENDIX C: STUDENT ADAPTATION TO COLLEGE QUESTIONAIRE
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